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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SALAZAR) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SALAZAR addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——
THE PUBLIC’S OPTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, the
American Medical Association has
given a ringing endorsement of H.R.
3200, America’s Affordable Health
Choices Act. This legislation contains
a strong public insurance option which
would guarantee that quality, afford-
able health care is available to all
Americans.

The AMA has not always been on
board with health care reform. Many of
us remember their opposition to Presi-
dent Clinton’s efforts. Yet the AMA
and the millions of doctors it rep-
resents now realize that the status quo
system is broken. They understand the
urgency of the problem, and they rec-
ognize that the pending bill is a major
part of the solution.

The AMA’s strong voice joins the
chorus of Americans who want this
Congress to pass a health care reform
bill that includes a public option. Near-
ly three-quarters of all Americans
want the option to participate in a gov-
ernment-administered health insur-
ance plan that competes on a level
playing field with private insurers.
Popular support for the public option is
not a partisan issue. Seventy-one per-
cent of independent voters support the
public option, and so do half of all Re-
publican voters.

Americans want this bill. They want
the public option, and they want us to
act now.

Americans understand the critical
role the public option plays in slowing
skyrocketing health care costs. A gov-
ernment-administered plan can provide
quality insurance at a low cost, leading
by example to make the health care
market more efficient.

Efficiency will save families money.
If we fail to act, the cost of health care
for the average family of four will rise
by $1,800 annually for years to come.
The public option is not just important
for families. It’s also key to putting
our Nation’s economy on the road to a
full and sustainable recovery. If we
don’t contain health care costs, then
our Nation’s budget deficit will con-
tinue to spiral out of control.

Let us be very clear. The public op-
tion is not an attempt to drive private
insurers out of business. Some State
governments already offer their em-
ployees a choice between public and
private health insurance, and private
insurers have fared just fine.

A public option is critical to con-
taining the health care costs that
weigh so heavily on our Nation’s fami-
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lies and on our Nation’s economy. The
public option does what a good private
policy should do. It promotes primary
care. It caps out-of-pocket spending so
that a family medical crisis no longer
means a family financial crisis. It es-
tablishes shared accountability be-
tween doctors, patients and the in-
surer. It institutes new payment struc-
tures to promote critical reforms. It
will ensure that patients are able to
get the medically effective treatments
their doctors recommend. In short, it
provides high-quality care at an afford-
able price.

Just like private plans, the public op-
tion will be financially self-sustaining,
receiving no special government fund-
ing beyond a loan to get it off the
ground. The public plan will be bound
by exactly the same rules that regulate
private insurers. In other words, the
public plan will compete on a level
playing field with private insurers.

Some powerful industries have spo-
ken out against the public option.
They prefer the status quo where deci-
sions about treatment a patient re-
ceives are determined according to a
company’s bottom line rather than ac-
cording to what a patient needs.

On the side of meaningful reform, the
most important voice of all is calling
for the inclusion of a public option.
That loud chorus is the voice of the
American people. Now is the time to
listen to them. Now is the time for
health reform with a strong public op-
tion.

———

DEMOCRAT CENSORSHIP OF GOP
VIEWS OF HEALTH CARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DANIEL E.
LUNGREN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, when I served in
this House the first time around, the
Cold War was still ongoing, and there
was a term that often appeared in the
press. It was called Samizdat, S-a-m-i-
z-d-a-t. That word was used to describe
communications which conveyed the
opinions of people disfavored by an op-
pressive regime. It was the personally
published commentary among peoples
who felt they were oppressed in Com-
munist countries. Why? Because their
opinions were not allowed to be ex-
pressed in the official press.

Today, we have a situation in this

House in which Mr. HERGER, Mr.
LAMAR SMITH, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
BONNER, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.

OLSON, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr.
McCOTTER, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. FLEMING,
Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. CONAWAY, and Mr.
PrICE thus far have been refused by the
majority permission to express their
points of view with respect to one of
the most critical issues facing our
country, that of reforming our health
care system.

One of the most distinguished Mem-
bers of this body, a member of the
Ways and Means Committee, Congress-
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man KEVIN BRADY from Texas, in work-
ing with the Republican economic staff
of the Joint Economic Committee,
came up with this chart, outlining
what we believe to be the bureaucratic
nightmare contained in the majority’s
proposal for health care.

Now, the majority disagrees with our
interpretation of the facts, and that’s
part of politics. That’s part of this
body, but the majority has now said we
will not allow you in the minority to
use any official communications mech-
anisms to share your views of the im-
pact of this legislation on your con-
stituents.

Now, why does this seem strange?

Well, it just happens that, in 1993, we
were faced with what later became
known as HillaryCare, an attempt by
the Clinton administration to take
over health care by the Federal Gov-
ernment. At that time, Republicans
also came up with a flowchart that
showed the bureaucratic morass that
would result from that proposal. I have
with me a copy of the permission from
the franking commission at that time
that this be allowed. The only dif-
ference I can see between the two
charts is that one is in black and white
and that one is in color.

What has happened in the interim?
Well, HillaryCare was defeated. The
President said we can’t stand to defeat
his particular proposal, that they
somehow have all of the answers.

Now, some people may say, ‘“‘Well,
what is it that the franking commis-
sion is supposed to do? What are your
rules?”’ The rules have been established
essentially to make sure that Members
do not abuse the right of communica-
tion by turning their publications into
campaign pieces, so we limit the num-
ber of pictures one can have there, the
number of references that can be made
to the Member, himself or herself.

To give you an example of what we
on the Republican side have approved,
I have a newsletter that has gone out
by one of the Members on the Demo-
cratic side in which the claim was
made that the stimulus package has
helped create and save 3.5 million
Americans jobs. I think that’s absurd; I
think that is a point of argument, but
I don’t believe that we ought to stop a
Member of Congress from the Demo-
cratic side from making that assertion
to his constituents.

I have another one with me that was
approved in which a Democratic Mem-
ber has claimed that 3.5 million jobs
nationwide have been created—215,000
jobs in New York and 7,200 jobs in her
particular district.

Then I have a copy of a letter that
was approved last year from the Speak-
er, herself, in which she says that the
New Direction Congress—that’s how
she defines it—also fought to increase
compensation for our troops in the face
of opposition from the Bush adminis-
tration. It then goes on to criticize the
President even though he signed it.

We disagree with the characteriza-
tions that were in Speaker PELOSI’S



July 23, 2009

letter, but we didn’t think it was our
purpose to censor her. Let’s get rid of
censorship and allow the American
people to hear the facts as they are ar-
gued on both sides.

——

[ 2030

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

REVISIONS TO THE 302(a) ALLOCA-
TIONS AND BUDGETARY AGGRE-
GATES ESTABLISHED BY THE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2010)

The Speaker pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, under sec-
tions 442(a) and (b) of S. Con. Res. 13, the
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2010, | hereby submit a revised 302(a)
allocation for the Committee on Appropriations
for fiscal year 2010. Section 422(a) of S. Con.
Res. 13 directs the chairman of the Committee
on the Budget to adjust discretionary spending
limits for certain program integrity initiatives if
such an initiative is included in an appropria-
tions bill. The bill H.R. 3293 (Making appro-
priations for the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes) in-
cludes appropriations for certain such initia-
tives in accordance with S. Con. Res. 13. Sec-
tion 422(b) of S. Con. Res. 13 permits the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget to
adjust discretionary spending limits for the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram under specified conditions. H.R. 3293
meets the requirements of section 422(b) of S.
Con. Res. 13. A table is attached.

This adjustment is filed for the purposes of
section 302 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, as amended. For the purposes of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed, this adjusted allocation is to be considered
as an allocation included in the budget resolu-
tion, pursuant to section 427(b) of S. Con.
Res. 13.

DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS—APPROPRIATIONS
COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATION

[In millions of dollars]

BA or

Current allocation:
Fiscal Year 2009 1,482,201 1,247,872
Fiscal Year 2010 ...... 1,088,659 1,307,323

Changes for H.R. 3293 (De, , Health and Human Services,

Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act):

Program integrity initiatives:

Fiscal Year 2009 .........cccccooovevevevseressisenens 0 0
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DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS—APPROPRIATIONS
COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATION—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

BA or

Fiscal Year 2010 ......ccoooovvvveeermmecrmreenenn 846 734
LIHEAP:

Fiscal Year 2009

Fiscal Year 2010 ......ccoooovvvveeermnecrmreenenn
Revised allocation:

Fiscal Year 2009 ....

Fiscal Year 2010 ....

1,900 1,463

1,482,201
1,091,405

1,247,872
1,309,520

———

OUR FREE ENTERPRISE SYSTEM
AND THE ROLE OF BIG GOVERN-
MENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, what we
will see over the next 60 minutes is a
conversation here on the floor of the
United States House of Representatives
about our economy, this issue of en-
ergy, and innovation; frankly, our free
enterprise system in the future, the
role of the government, and I think the
problems with excessive spending.

But I want to open by talking a little
bit about how I have vested my time
and energies as a Member of the House
over these last 156 years—because it’s a
privilege to serve my last term here in
the House as I am a candidate for gov-
ernor of the State of Tennessee now—
but I will tell you, I am one on the Re-
publican side that has been extraor-
dinarily active on alternative energy.
For 8 years, I chaired the Renewable
Energy and Energy Efficiency Caucus
here in the House with Congressman—
now Senator—MARK UDALL of Colo-
rado.

We built a caucus of over half the
House, almost evenly divided between
Democrats and Republicans, and advo-
cated while Republicans were in the
majority for unprecedented invest-
ments in renewable energy tech-
nologies. None of us got as far as we
would like to have gotten, but we need
to be realistic about how far we have
gotten and what the capacity is for re-
newable sources today.

But in 2005, we wrote the Energy Pol-
icy Act. Some people didn’t like it,
others did, but without question it had
more investments in the renewable and
energy efficiency sectors than any bill
that had ever been signed into law be-
fore, and I was proud to help write that
very language in that bill. So I've got
a long history on alternative energy
and moving towards new sources.

But I voted against the recent cap-
and-trade legislation because the dif-
ferences today are not differences in
goals or motives, because I think all
Members of the House want the United
States to move away, as much as pos-
sible, from fossil fuels or dirtier ways
to create energy for our country’s com-
petitiveness. But the fact is, we have
not developed these alternative sources
yvet to move as rapidly away as the
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leadership of the Congress now pro-
poses if we’re going to remain competi-
tive. Their approach is much more a
regulatory approach, and our approach
is much more an innovation and tech-
nology approach.

A year and a half ago, I was in China,
in Shanghai, where you couldn’t see
from one side of the Bund, the river, to
the other. Extraordinarily bad pollu-
tion. So we broached the subject with
the Chinese: Where are you on the en-
vironment? Basically, the answer you
get from the Chinese is, you are enti-
tled to your industrial revolution;
we’re entitled to ours.

Well, there’s a big difference between
when the United States had their in-
dustrial revolution and China having
theirs now if there’s no environmental
regulation, because they’re literally
one-fifth of the world’s population and
climbing, and they are far and away
the biggest polluters in the world. And
if you think they’re doing a cap-and-
trade scheme to regulate their pollu-
tion or their air quality or their carbon
emissions, you’re Kkidding yourself.
They’re exactly the opposite.

And here we are seriously consid-
ering a scheme that will dramatically
regulate our productivity and our com-
petitiveness, raise the cost of energy,
frankly raise taxes to pay for it and, at
the worst time since the Great Depres-
sion, strangle our ability actually to
pull out of this economic downturn.
And that is the beauty of American in-
novation.

Not long ago, I was personally speak-
ing with the prime minister of Aus-
tralia, and he was telling me that he
had great hope for the future because
the U.S. had such innovation that we
would lead the world out of this eco-
nomic malaise. But I've got to tell you,
we are now moving more towards big
government regulation and the lack of
innovation than at any time in modern
history, instead of moving towards it.

Now, I think this is a challenge that
we share in the House, but we have got
to get back to a reasonable middle
ground because American innovation is
the only way to turn this economy
around. Our entrepreneurship is the
beautiful, what I call the goose, that
lays the golden egg, the engine that
creates the revenues to get back to a
balanced budget. That’s how the budg-
et got balanced in the 1990s. We did
slow the growth of spending below in-
flation and that was laudable, but it
was new revenues in the information
sector. People like Bill Gates. We actu-
ally led the world for so long on the in-
formation revolution that revenues
surpassed expenses, and we balanced
the budget.

We could do that again with energy.
I call it the En-Tech agenda, where we
would have a robust, U.S.-led manufac-
turing explosion in new energy solu-
tions instead of this regulatory scheme
that says we’re going to actually limit
the amount of energy that can be pro-
duced by certain sources and mandate
a certain amount by other sources. And
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